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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 
DR. DENNIS W. GOINS 
ON BEHALF OF THE 

FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 

INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION, AND BUSINESS 

ADDRESS. 

My name is Dennis W. Goins. 

economics and management consulting firm. 

Westchester Street, Alexandria, Virginia 223 10. 

I operate Potomac Management Group, an 

My business address is 5801 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL 

BACKGROUND. 

I received a P1i.D. degree in economics and a Master of Economics degree from 

North Carolina State University. I also earned a B.A. degree wit11 honors in 

economics from Wake Forest University. Froin 1974 through 1977 I worked as a 

staff economist at the North Carolina Utilities Commission. During my tenure at 

the Commission, I testified in numerous cases involving electric, gas, and 

telephone utilities on such issues as cost of service, rate design, intercorporate 
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28 A. 

29 

transactions, and load forecasting. While at the Commission, I also served as a 

member of the Ratemaking Task Force in the national Electric Utility Rate Design 

Study sponsored by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) and the National 

Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC). 

Since 1978 I have worked as an economic and management consultant to firms 

and organizations in the private and public sectors. My assignments focus 

primarily on market structure, planning, pricing, and policy issues involving firms 

that operate in energy markets. For example, I have conducted detailed analyses 

of product pricing, cost of sewice, rate design, and interutility planning, 

operations, and pricing; prepared analyses related to utility mergers, transmission 

access and pricing, and the emergence of competitive markets; evaluated and 

developed regulatory incentive mechanisms applicable to utility operations; and 

assisted clients in analyzing and n egotiating i nterchange a greements and p ower 

and fiiel supply contracts. I have also assisted clients on electric power market 

restructuring issues in Arkansas, New Jersey, New York, South Carolina, Texas, 

and Virginia. , 

I have submitted testimony and affidavits in more than 100 proceedings before 

state and federal agencies as an expert in cost of service, rate design, utility 

planning and operating practices, regulatory policy, and Competitive market 

issues. These agencies include the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

(FERC), the General Accounting Office, the Circuit Court of Kanawha County, 

West Virginia, and regulatory agencies in Arkansas, Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky, 

Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Jersey, New 

York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, 

Virginia, and the District of Columbia. Details of my professional qualifications 

are presented in Appendix A. 

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU APPEARING IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

I ani appearing on behalf of the Federal Executive Agencies (FEA), which is 

coniprised of all Federal facilities served by Arizona Public Service Company 
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(APS). Two of the larger FEA facilities are Luke Air Force Base and the Marine 

Corps Air Station in Yuma, both of which APS serves under Rate Schediile E-34 
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25 

Extra Large General Service. 

WHAT ASSIGNMENT WERE YOU GIVEN WHEN YOU WERE 

RETAINED? 

I was asked to undertake two primary tasks: 

1. Review APS’  proposed cost-of-service analyses (including pro forma 

adjustments) and related rates. 

2. Identify any major deficiencies in the cost analyses and proposed rates and 

suggest recommended changes. 

WHAT SPECIFIC INFORMATION DID YOU REVIEW IN 

CONDUCTING YOUR EVALUATION? 

I reviewed APS’ application, testimony, exhibits, and responses t o  requests for 

information. I also reviewed information found on web sites operated by the 

Commission, and by MS and its parent company, PinnacleWest. 

CONCLUSIONS 

WHAT CONCLUSIONS HAVE YOU REACHED? 

012 the basis of my review and evaluation, I have concluded the following: 

1. Cost-of-Service. APS has proposed increasing base revenues by 

approxiinately $1 75 million (9.77 percent), which reflects a $1 67-million 

increase (9.31 percent) in base rates and AF’S’ proposed $S-niillion 

Competition Rules Compliance Charge (CRCC). In developing proposed 

rates for its retail electric services, APS first conducted a cost-of-service 

study for the test year ending December 31, 2002. In this cost analysis, 

APS allocated and/or directly assigned its costs to functional segments of 
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its retail electric business. The return component of APS’ costs reflects a 

requested 8.67 percent return on its retail jurisdictional rate base. 

111 allocating demand-related production and transmission costs to 

major customer classes, APS used the average of monthly system 

coincident peaks for June-September in the test year-a 4CP 

methodology. APS allocated costs related to distribution substations and 

primary distribution lines on the basis of noncoincident peak (NCP) 

demands. 111 contrast, APS allocated costs related to distribution 

transformers and secondary distribution lines on the basis of the sum of 

individual peak demands within a specific customer class. 

Revenue Spread. A P S  spread its proposed revenue increase among rate 

classes on ail equal-percentage, across-the-board basis. Under APS’ 

revenue spread, each class received a 9.31 percent increase in base rates 

(excluding the CRCC). By c hoosing the a cross-the-board spread, APS’ 

proposed rates barely move any customer class closer to cost of service. 

As a result of its proposed revenue spread, A P S  increased the level of 

interclass revenue subsidies by about 15 percent-from around $80 

million under present rates to more than $92 millioii under proposed rates. 

Approximately $87 million of the interclass subsidies created under APS’ 

proposed revenue spread goes to Residential customers. That is, test-year 

revenues from APS’ proposed Residential rates are about $87 million less 

than APS’ costs (as determined in its cost-of-service study) of serving this 

class. APS makes up this shortfall-as well as the $5.5 million in 

subsidies received by In-igation and Lighting customers-by overcharging 

General Service customers. These interclass subsidies are unjustified and 

should be eliminated-or at a minimum, mitigated by moving rates for 

each class much closer to cost of service than A P S  has proposed. 
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3. Rates E-34 and E-35. With respect to the two rates under which it serves 

most Extra Large General Service customers (those with average monthly 

demands equal to or exceeding 3 MW), APS has: 

I Unbundled the rates to provide both a Bundled Standard Offer Service 

applicable to customers who continue to purchase their full retail 

electricity requirements from APS, as well as unbundled pricing 

components applicable to Direct Access customers. 

Overcharged these customers by up to $13.6 million. That is, 

proposed Rates E-34 and E-35 produce test-year electric sales 

revenues that exceed APS’ cost of serving these customers by up to 

$13.6 million. 

H 

I Introduced voltage discounts into the rates-$0.69 per kW for 

Primary voltage customers and $4.18 per kW for customers served at 

transmission voltages (that is, 69 kV and higher). 

I Added May to the current June-October summer billing months used 

to determine 80-percent ratchet billing demands. Such ratchet 

demands become the customer’s monthly billing kW’ if they exceed 

the customer’s highest 15-minute demand in the current month. 

Added two hours to the daily on-peak period in Rate E-35-moving 

from 11 a.m. - 9 p m .  Monday-Friday under the current rate to 9 a.m. 

- 9 p.in. under APS’ proposed Rate 53.5. 

I 

22 RECOMMENDATIONS 

23 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND ON THE BASIS OF THESE 

24 CONCLUSIONS? 

25 A. I reconmend that the Commission: 

26 1. Approve APS’ average 4CP mzthodology to allocate denland-related 

27 production and transmission costs. This methodology reflects the 
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principal factors-coincident summer peak demands-driving the need for 

generation and transmission capacity on the APS system. Allocation 

methods that dilute the impact of APS’ summer peak demands (for 

example, a 12CP niethodology that reflects APS’ test-year monthly peak 

demands) ignore the dominant summer peaking characteristics of the APS 

system and result in understating the cost responsibility of classes with 

relatively low load factors and high summer peak demands. 

2. Reject APS’ proposed revenue spread. As I noted earlier, under APS’ 

proposal, General Service customers pay approximately $92 million in 

interclass revenue subsidies to Residential, Irrigation, and Lighting 

customers. T he C oiiiniission should require APS t o  spread the allowed 

revenue increase such that classes currently being subsidized will get 150 

percent o f t he average system rate increase (excluding the CRCC). For 

example, if APS received its requested 9.31 percent increase in base 

revenues, the Residential, Irrigation, and two Lighting classes would get 

13.97 percent increases. General Service customers would get whatever 

increase i s necessay to achieve the overall system average 9.3 1 percent 

increase. S preading A PS’ revenue increase in this manner would move 

each class significantly closer to cost of service, and also create 

meaningful reductions in interclass revenue subsidies. Details of how to 

implement this revenue spread approach are presented later in my 

testimony. 

3. Reject APS’ proposed Rates 34 and 35. Instead, the Commission should 

approve my recommended Rates 34 and 35, which reflect major changes 

to APS’  proposed rates. These changes include: 

Reducing the proposed Transmission voltage discount from $4.1 8 per 

kW to $3.30 per kW, and increasing APS’ proposed Primary voltage 

discount from $0.69 per kW to $1.40 per kW. These changes are 

On-peak billing kW in Rate E-35. I 
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necessary not only to make the discounts more cost based, but also to 

reduce tlie likelihood that transmission voltage customers using Rates 

34 and 35 receive rate decreases as they do under APS’ rate design. 

Increasing the peak and off-peak energy charge differential in Rate E- 

35 to encourage more efficient electricity usage. 

Maintaining not only the current sumnier billing months (June- 

October) used to determine 80 percent ratchet billing demands in both 

rates, but also the 11 a.m. - 9 p.m. Monday-Friday on-peak period in 

Rate E-35. I make this recommendation because APS has not 

justified extending either the summer billing months or the daily on- 

peak period. Moreover, I do not believe that APS’ proposed rates 

1 

reflect tlie potential revenue i nipacts of lengthening these periods- 

that is, reflect the incremental revenue increase that it would 1 ikely 

receive if these periods were lengthened. 

COST OF SERVICE 

HOW DID APS ALLOCATE ITS COSTS TO CUSTOMER CLASSES? 

APS conducted a detailed cost-of-service study using data (adjusted in many 

cases) for the test year ending March 31, 2002. In this cost analysis, APS 

allocated and/or directly assigned its costs to functional segments of its retail 

electric business. The return coilipoiient of APS’ costs reflects a requested 8.67 

percent return on its Arizona retail jurisdictional rate base. 

IS THE COST-OF-SERVICE METHODOLOGY THAT APS USED 

REASONABLE? 

Yes. The methodology basically follows guidelines set in the NARUC Electric 

Utility Cost Allocation Mniiunl. For example, the APS niethodology appears to 

follow traditional cost classifications and allocations for major functional 

categories of utility service. APS had incorporated a different treatment of 
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transmission costs to comply-according to APS-with requirements instituted 

by FERC.’ In my testimony, I have accepted APS’ treatment of transmission costs 

without prejudice since I believe that whether APS’ treatment is correct is a legal 

issue. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH APS’ CHOICE OF ALLOCATORS TO ASSIGN 

DEMAND-RELATED PRODUCTION AND TRANSMISSION COSTS? 

Yes. In allocating demand-related production and transmission costs to major 

customer classes, A P S  used the average of its four test-year monthly summer 

(June-September) coincident system peaks (a 4CP methodology). As APS noted, 

“Production related and Transmission related assets, and their associated costs, are 

generally designed and built to enable the Company to meet its system peak 

load.”’ APS is correct-system peaks are the priiicipal drivers of generation and 

transmission capacity requirements. The 4CP approach is reasonable and should 

be approved s iiice i t reflects the key determinant of APS’  need for bulk power 

facilities. 

WHY IS THE REASONABLENESS OF A COST-OF-SERVICE 

METHODOLOGY IMPORTANT? 

Cost of service identifies and assigns cost responsibility to customer classes. 

Specific rates can then be developed to recover each class’ cost-based revenue 

requirement, resulting in prices that recover the utility’s cost of service in an 

equitable and efficient manner. If the cost-of-service methodology does not 

allocate and assign cost responsibility in a reasonable maiiner, then interclass 

revenue subsidies are created and specific class rates are either over- or under- 

priced-thereby causing customers to make inefficient electricity investment and 

consumptioii decisions. 

See the direct testimony of APS witness Alan Propper at pages 7-10. 
Alan Propper, direct testimony at page 5 ,  lines 17-18. 3 
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APS has eniployed a reasonable cost-of-service methodology in this case to 

allocate and assign its costs to customer classes. However, as I discuss in more 

detail later, A P S  deviated from the results of its cost study in assigning its 

proposed revenue increase to customer classes. 

IS APS A SUMMER-PEAKING UTILITY? 

Yes. As shown in Table 1 below, during the 2002 test year APS’ system peaks in 

June-September were all within 93 percent of its annual peak. The May system 

peak was the only other monthly peak that was within 80 percent of the annual 

peak. In all other months, the monthly peaks were only about two-thirds the 

annual peak. 

Table 1. APS’ Test-Year Monthly System Peaks 

Month Peak (MW) PeaMMax (YO) 
January 
February 
March 
April 

June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

3,920.6 
3,828.8 
3,359.3 
3,697.7 
4,985.7 
5,421.1 
5,802.9 
5,685.3 
5,586.5 
3,827.8 
2,976.8 
3,605.8 

Source: APS response to LCA 11-286(c). 

68 
66 
58 
64 
86 
93 

100 
98 
96 
66 
51 
62 

SHOULD MORE MONTHS BE INCLUDED IN THE A ,LOCL ,TION 

FACTOR FOR APS’ DEMAND-RELATED GENERATION AND 

TRANSMISSION COSTS? 

No. Test-year demands in June-September were at least 1,500 MW greater than 

peak demands in other months with the exception of May. APS’ proposed 4CP 

methodology is both fair and reasonable. 
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REVENUE SPREAD 

WHAT INCREASE IN REVENUE IS APS REQUESTING? 

APS has requested a $1 75-niillio11 increase (9.77 percent) in sales revenue, which 

consists of a $167-million increase in base revenues and APS’ proposed $8- 

million CRCC. 

HOW DID APS SPREAD THE PROPOSED REVENUE INCREASE 

AMONG CUSTOMER CLASSES? 

APS simply applied an across-the-board 9.3 1 percent increase (excluding the 

CRCC) to each major customer class. APS chose this revenue spread and ignored 

the results of its cost study, which indicated “significant disparities in the rates of 

return that the different customer classes are providing the Coi~ipany.”~ In 

explaining why it did not rely on the results of its cost study in setting rate levels 

for its major customer classes, APS stated: 

We considered several other factors. Among these the most important 
were rate stability and coiztiizuity. For this reason, the major classes 
of customers-Residential, General Service, Irrigation, Street Lighting, 
and Dusk to Dawn-have been given a percentage increase that is 
approximately the same as the overall requested increase.’ (emphasis 
added) 

DID APS ACKNOWLEDGE THE INHERENT WEAKNESS OF AN 

ACROSS-THE-BOARD REVENUE SPREAD? 

Yes. Concerning the deficiencies of relying on across-the-board revenue spreads, 

23 A P S  states: 

Allaii Propper, direct testimony at page 13, lines 10-1 1. 
Allaii Propper, direct testimony at page 15, lilies 5-9. 

4 

5 
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27 

28 A. 

29 

It has been many years since APS has revised the basic structure of its 
retail rates. The more recent rate changes have generally been made on 
the basis of “across the board” percentage changes as a result of rate 
case settlements. This has resulted in some rate distortions that have 
taken our rates away from tracking costs, both as to rate level and rate 
design.‘ 

WERE THESE “RATE DISTORTIONS” ADDRESSED IN EARLIER APS 

CASES? 

Yes. In 1999 when he testified concerning proposed Direct Access rates, APS’ 

witness Alan Propper addressed the interclass rate of return differentials that 

indicated whether a class was paying above or below cost of service. In 

developing his proposed Direct Access rates, Mr. Propper indicated that the 

interclass return differentials should be maintained, but only for a limited time “to 

ease into cost based rates through a trailsition p e r i ~ d . ” ~  He justified this approach 

in the following: 

This approach is consistent with the ACC’s stated objective that the 
transition to competition should not result in rate increases. 
Inmediately eliminating class return differentials would have 
significant dislocation impacts. The remaining rate of return 
differentials should be eliminated when Direct Access Service and 
competition is fully operational. Whether this actually occurs in the 
market place a t  the end o f t he p hase-in p eriod o r  when the S tranded 
Cost recovery and the CTCs expire cannot be definitively stated at this 
time. H owever, the eliiiziitatioiz of class rate of retirriz dijJereittials 
should be a iizajor objective of afiiture rate case.8 (emphasis added) 

DID APS ADDRESS THE INTERCLASS RATE OF RETURN 

DIFFERENTIALS IN THIS CASE? 

No. APS’ proposed across-the-board revenue spread i gnores the rate o f r eturn 

differentials. 

‘ Alan Propper, direct testimony at page 14, lines 7-1 1. 

APS’ response to RUCO 16-3 at page 15. 

response to RUCO 16-3 at pages 15-1 6. 

See the June 4, 1999 testimony of Alan Propper in Docket No. E-01345A-98-0473, et nl., provided in 

Alan Propper, June 4, 1999 testimony in Docket No. E-01345A-98-0473, et a]., provided in APS’ 

7 

Y 
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WHAT ARE INTERCLASS REVENUE SUBSIDIES? 

Interclass subsidies reflect the amount by which revenue fi-om a customer class 

exceeds or falls short of the class’ cost responsibility, which is determined in 

APS’ class cost-of-service study. In general, a class receives (pays) an interclass 

subsidy if its rate revenue is less than (greater than) its assigned cost of service at 

the system average rate of return. The existence of large class rate of return 

differentials often indicates the presence of large interclass revenue subsidies. 

ARE RATE OF RETURN DIFFERENTIALS SIGNIFICANT UNDER 

PRESENT RATES? 

Yes. As shown in Table 2 below and Exhibit DWG-1, of the five major customer 

classes that APS serves, four classes-Residential, Irrigation, Street Lighting, and 

Dusk to Dawii-currently pay rates that are dramatically below cost of service. 

The rate of return (ROR) indexes for these classes range from 10 to 69. Their 

below-cost service is subsidized by General Service customers (ROR index of 

144) whose present rates are almost $80 million higher than APS’ cost of service. 

This $8O-inillion subsidy goes primarily to Residential customers (nearly $76 

inillion), with the remainder going to the Irrigation and Lighting classes. 

Table 2. Interclass Subsidies Under Present Rates ($000) 

Class RORI Subsidy 

Residential 69 75,585 
Gen Service 144 (79,913) 
Irrigation 10 426 
Street Light 40 2,864 
Dusk To Dawn 49 1,061 
Total Retail 100 0 

Note: positive (negative) number reflects subsidy received (paid) 
Source: Exhibit DWG-1, 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

DOES THIS SITUATION IMPROVE UNDER APS’ PROPOSED 

REVENUE SPREAD? 

Oiily niiniiiial improveinelits occur. APS ’ proposed revenue spread perpetuates 

the massive level of interclass revenue subsidies that exist under present rates, and 

barely moves any customer class closer to cost of service. Moreover, as a result of 

its proposed reveiiue spread, APS increased the level of interclass revenue 

subsidies by about 15 percent-from around $80 million under present rates to 

iiiore than $92 million under proposed rates. Approximately $87 million of the 

interclass subsidies created under APS’ proposed revenue spread goes to 

Residential customers. That is, test-year revenues from APS’ proposed 

Residential rates are about $87 million less than APS’ costs (as determined in its 

cost-of-service study) of serving this class. A P S  makes up this shortfall-as well 

as the $5.5 million in subsidies received by Irrigation and Lighting customers-by 

overcharging General Service customers. (See Table 3 below and Exhibit DWG- 

2, page 2.) 

Table 3. Interclass Subsidies Under APS Proposal ($000) 

Class ROFU Subsidy 

Residential 74 86,561 
Gen Service 137 (92,O 16) 
Irrigation 38 412 
Street Light 44 3,668 
Dusk To Dawn 52 1,374 
Total Retail 100 0 

Note: positive (negative) number reflects subsidy received (paid) 
Source: Exhibit DWG-2, page 2. 

HOW IS THE GENERAL SERVICE SUBSIDY DISTRIBUTED AMONG 

THE CLASS SUBGROUPS? 

APS’ cost study identifies four General Service subgroups-Small General 

Service (SGS), Medium General Service (MGS), Large General Service (LGS), 

and Extra Large Geiieral Service (XLGS). Of these four groups, only rates for 
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LGS customers are below cost of service-by approximately $2.4 inillion. In 

contrast, APS’ proposed rates for the SGS, MGS, aiid XLGS subgroups are 

around $94 million above costs. (See Table 4 below.) 

Table 4. General Service Subsidies Under APS Proposal ($000) 

Subgroup RORI Subsidy 

SGS 137 (3 5,408) 
MGS 145 (45,410) 
LGS 91 2,394 
XLGS 146 (1 3,596) 

Note: positive (negative) number reflects subsidy received (paid) 
Source: APS’  response to Staff 6-30. 

IS APS’ REVENUE SPREAD REASONABLE? 

No. APS’  revenue spread exacerbates the interclass revenue subsidy problem by 

failing to move rates significantly closer to cost of service. These interclass 

subsidies are unjustified and should be eliminated-or at a minimum, mitigated 

by moving rates for each class much closer to cost of service than APS has 

proposed. 

HAVE YOU DEVELOPED AN ALTERNATIVE REVENUE SPREAD 

THAT MOVES RATES CLOSER TO COST OF SERVICE? 

Yes .  I r ecomiiiend that the C ommission reject APS’ proposed revenue spread. 

No set of reasonable and fair rateinakiiig objectives can include forcing General 

Service customers to pay approximately $92 inillion in interclass revenue 

subsidies to Residential, Irrigation, and Lighting customers. To take a first and 

reasonable step in addressing this problem, the Cominission should require APS 

to spread the allowed revenue increase such that classes cuireiitly being 

subsidized get 150 percent of the average system rate increase (excluding the 

CRCC). Under this proposal, if APS receives its requested 9.3 1 percent increase 

in retail base revenues, the Residential, Ii-rigation, aiid two Lighting classes would 

get 13.97 percent increases. General Service customers would get whatever 
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13 

14 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

increase is necessary to achieve the overall system average 9.3 1 percent increase. 

My analysis indicates that increasing General Service rates by 4.53 percent would 

achieve this objective. (See Exhibit DWG-3, page 1.) 

WHAT EFFECT WOULD YOUR RECOMMENDED REVENUE SPREAD 

HAVE 0 N T HE C OST-TRACKING AND S UBSIDY P ROBLEMS THAT 

APS’ PROPOSAL DOES ALMOST NOTHING TO MITIGATE? 

My proposed revenue spread would move rates for each class significantly closer 

to cost of service, and also create meaningful reductions in interclass revenue 

subsidies. Moreover, my recommended revenue spread creates a more equitable 

and efficient distribution of APS’ proposed sales revenue increase without 

imposing unjust and unreasonable increases on any class. (See Table 5 below and 

Exhibit DWG-3, page 2.) 

Table 5. Interclass Subsidies Under FEA Proposal ($000) 

Class RORI Subsidy 

Residential 86 45,128 
Gen Service 120 (49,74 1) 
Irrigation 52 315 
Street Light 52 3,166 
Dusk To Dawn 61 1,132 
Total Retail 100 0 

Note: positive (negative) number reflects subsidy received (paid) 
Source: Exhibit DWG-3, page 2. 

DOES YOUR RECOMMENDED REVENUE SPREAD ELIMINATE 

INTERCLASS SUBSIDIES? 

No. My recommended revenue spread only reduces the subsidies by about half. 

As shown in Table 5 above, Residential customers would still receive a subsidy of 

more than $45 million, while General Service customers would still pay nearly 

$50 in revenue subsidies. 
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1 Q. IF THE COMMISSION ALLOWS LESS THAN APS’ REQUESTED 

2 SALES REVENUE INCREASE, HOW SHOULD THE APPROVED 

3 INCREASE BE SPREAD? 

4 A. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 Q. 

11 

12 

13 A. 

14 

If APS receives a total retail base revenue increase below 9.3 1 percent but greater 

than 4.53 percent, I recommend reducing tlie General Service increase to 2.25 

percent and spreading the remaining increase across-the-board to the other major 

custoiiier classes. If tlie allowed increase is below 4.53 percent, then the increase 

for General Service customers should be set at zero aiid the remaining increase 

spread across-the-board to the other major customer classes. 

HOW SHOULD THE REDUCTION IN THE SUBSIDY PAID BY 

GENERAL SERVICE CUSTOMERS BE DISTRIBUTED AMONG THE 

CLASS SUBGROUPS? 

I recommend that the subsidy reduction be divided proportionately among the 

SGS, MGS, and XLGS subgroups. Because APS does not have rate schedules 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 half. 

that correspond to these General Service subgroup designations, I recognize that 

LGS customers will also benefit from this subsidy reduction even though they 

currently pay below cost of service as a subgroup. In my opinion, the subsidy- 

paying subgroups would gladly live with this problem if their rates were moved 

significantly closer to cost of service and the subsidy they pay were cut almost in 

21 RATE DESIGN 

22 Q. DID YOU EXAMINE EACH OF APS’ PROPOSED RATES IN DETAIL? 

23 A. 

24 

25 

No. My analysis focused on Rates E-34 aiid E-35, the two rates under which APS 

serves most Extra Large General Service customers (those with average monthly 

demands equal to or exceeding 3 MW). 
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14 
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16 
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18 
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20 
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22 

Q. WHAT K EY E LEMENTS A RE REFLECTED I N T HE A PS-PROPOSED 

RATES E-34 AND E-35? 

A. APS has incorporated four major elements in its design of these rates. 

particular, APS has: 

In 

w 

Unbundled the rates to provide both a Bundled Standard Offer Service 

applicable to customers who contiiiue to purchase their full retail 

electricity requirements from APS, as well as unbundled pricing 

components applicable to Direct Access customers. 

Overcharged these XLGS customers by up to $13.6 million." That is, 

proposed Rates E-34 and E-35 produce test-year electric sales 

revenues that exceed APS' cost of serving these customers by up to 

$13.6 million. 

Introduced voltage discounts into the rates-$0.69 per kW €or 

Primary voltage customers and $4.18 per kW for customers served at 

transmission voltages (th-at is, 69 kV and higher). 

Added May to the current June-October summer billing months used 

to determine 80-percent ratchet billing demands. Such ratchet 

demands become the customer's monthly billing kW'" if they exceed 

the customer's highest 15-minute demand in the current month. 

Added two hours to the daily on-peak period in Rate E-35-moving 

from 11 a.m. - 9 p.m. Monday-Friday under the current rate to 9 a.m. 

- 9 p m .  under APS' proposed Rate E-35. 

The exact amount of overcharge cannot be deteriilined because APS' cost analysis is done by major 
customer group classifications, not by classes defined according to rate schedule designations. The $13.6 
nlillioii reflects the interclass revenue subsidy paid by XLGS customers under APS' proposed revenue 
spread. Since not all X LGS c ustoniers a re s erved LI nder R ates E -34 and E -35, the total overcharge for  
customers served under these rates will likely be less than $13.6 nlillion. 

On-peak billing kW in Rate E-35. IO 
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3 A. 
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7 

9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

DO Y OU H AVE ANY MAJOR C ONCERNS WITH THESE KEY RATE 

DESIGN ELEMENTS? 

Yes. I do not object to the manner in which APS has unbundled the rates. 

However, I have major concerns with each of the other key rate design elements. 

Because I h ave already d iscussed t he s ubsidy issue concerning General Service 

rates, I will focus my discussion on the proposed voltage discounts and the 

changes in the peak measurement periods. 

SHOULD RATES E-34 AND E-35 INCLUDE VOLTAGE DISCOUNTS? 

Yes. C ustoiners s erved under these r ates t ake d elivery service at transmission, 

primary, and secondary voltages as defined by APS. The cost of serving 

customers at different voltages varies because of differences in the types and cost 

of equipment needed to deliver service and energy losses that increase as the 

service delivery voltage decreases. 

Voltage discounts usually appear as discounts to stated energy charges (to 

reflect losses) and/or demand charges (to reflect capacity cost differentials). A P S  

has chosen to offer only discounts to its stated demand charges-$0.69 per kW for 

Primary voltage customers and $4.1 8 per kW for custoiners served at transmission 

voltages (that is, 69 kV and higher). While I have no problem with the concept of 

voltage discounts to reflect actual cost differences, such discounts should be based 

011 cost analyses that clearly demonstrate their validity. Unfortunately, APS did 

not provide such analyses either in Mr. Propper’s testimony or in response to FEA 

data requests. 

Docket No. E-01345A-03-0437 
Dennis W. Goins - Direct 
Page 18 



I 

1 Q. WERE YOU ABLE TO EVALUATE THE REASONABLENESS OF THE 

2 PROPOSED VOLTAGE DISCOUNTS DESPITE THE LACK OF 

3 CLEARLY DEFINED ANALYSES BY APS? 

4 A. Yes. I used information provided by APS regarding its unbundled cost of 

5 service" to detennine that APS had overstated the Transmission voltage discount 

6 

7 Q. 
8 

9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 Q. 

16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

and understated the Primary discount. 

DO THE PROPOSED VOLTAGE DISCOUNTS CREATE OTHER 

PROBLEMS? 

Yes. Because of the large Traiisniission voltage discount that APS has proposed, 

transmission customers served under Rates E-34 and E-35 would receive base rate 

decreases while secondary and primary service customers would receive large rate 

increases.'? In my opinion, rates slio~ild be designed, if possible, such that no 

major custonier subgroup receives a rate decrease while other customers served 

under the same rate(s) receive large rate increases. 

WHY ARE YOU CONCERNED ABOUT APS' PROPOSED CHANGES IN 

THE PEAK MEASUREMENT PERIODS? 

My conceiiis are twofold. First, A P S  has not justified extending either the 

sunimer billing months or the daily on-peak period. In particular, APS has not 

demonstrated that the changes are justified or necessary to ensure that costs are 

tracked properly and accurately. Simply changing the peak measureinent periods 

to match such periods in other rates is iiot an adequate justification. Second, I do 

not believe that APS' proposed rates reflect the potential revenue inipacts of 

lengthening these periods-that is, reflect the incremental revenue increase that it 

would likely receive if these periods were lengthened. If, as I suspect, the 

potential revenue impacts are iiot reflected in APS' proposed rates, then these 

rates will likely recover too much revenue. 

See specifically APS' response to Staff 6-30 and workpapers AP-WPS and AP-WP9. I I  
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3 A. 
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11 
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14 

15 

16 Q. 

17 

18 A. 

19 

20 Q. 

21 

22 A. 

23 

24 

25 

WHAT SPECIFIC CHANGES ARE YOU RECOMMENDING TO APS’ 

PROPOSED RATES E-34 AND E-35? 

I recommend: 

H Reducing the proposed Transmission voltage discount froin $4.18 per 

kW to $3.30 per kW, and increasing APS’ proposed Primary voltage 

discount fi-om $0.69 per kW to $1.40 per kW. These changes are 

necessary not only to make the discounts more cost based, but also to 

reduce the likelihood that transinission voltage customers using Rates 

34 and 35 receive rate decreases as they do under APS’ rate design. 

Increasing the peak and off-peak energy charge differential in Rate E- 

35 to encourage more efficient electricity usage. 

Maintaining not only the current summer billing months (June- 

October) used to determine 80 percent ratchet billing demands in both 

rates, but also the 11 a.m. - 9 p.m. Monday-Friday on-peak period in 

Rate E-35. 

HAVE YOU SUMMARIZED Y OUR RECOMMENDED C HARGES F OR 

RATES E-34 AND E-35? 

Yes .  My recommended charges for Rates E-34 and E-35 are shown in Exhibits 

DWG-4 and DWG-5, respectively. 

DID YOU ESTIMATE THE IMPACTS OF YOUR RECOMMENDED 

RATES ON CUSTOMER BILLS? 

Yes. These estimated impacts are shown i n  Exhibits D WG-6 (Rate E -34) and 

DWG-7 (Rate E-35). In general, the increases are more uniform across load 

factors compared to increases under APS’ proposed rates. However, my 

recoininended rates still produce rate decreases for some transmission customers, 

No transnlission service customers are currently served under Rate E-34 according to workpaper 12 

AP-WP9. 
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1 

2 

although the decreases are not as large as those under the APS rates. This is a rate 

design problem that all parties should work together to resolve in this case. 

3 Q. DO YOUR RATES REFLECT REVENUE REDUCTIONS THAT YOU 

4 HAVE RECOMMENDED FOR GENERAL SERVICE CUSTOMERS? 

5 A. No. My recomniended rates were designed to recover the same level of revenue 

6 that is produced under APS’ proposed rates. 

7 Q. SHOULD THE COMMISSION APPROVE YOUR RECOMMENDED 

8 RATES E-34 AND E-35? 

9 A. Yes. The Comniission should reject APS’ proposed design of Rates E-34 and E- 

35. Instead, the Commission should approve revisions to these rates that modify 

selected demand and energy c harges, i ncludiiig the proposed v oltage discounts. 

These changes are reasonable and justified on the basis of APS’ cost of service. 

10 

11 

12 

13 Q. DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

14 A. Yes. 
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DENNIS W. GOINS 

PRESENT POSITION 

Economic Consultant, Potoinac Management Group, Alexandria, Virginia. 

AREAS OF QUALIFICATION 

w Competitive Market Analysis 

Costing and Pricing Energy-Related Goods and Services 

Utility Planning and Operations 

Litigation Analysis, Strategy Developnient, Expert Testimony 

PREVIOUS POSITIONS 

w Vice President, Hagler, Bailly & Company, Washington, DC. 

Principal, Resource Consulting Group, Inc., Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

Senior Associate, Resource Planning Associates, Inc., Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

Economist, North Carolina Utilities Commission, Raleigh, North Carolina. w 

EDUCATION 

College Major Degree 

Wake Forest University Economics BA 

North Carolina State University Economics ME 

North Carolina State University Economics PhD 

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 

Dr. Goins specializes in pricing, planning, and market structure issues affecting firms that buy 
and sell products in electricity and natural gas markets. He has extensive experience in 
evaluating competitive market conditions, analyzing power and fuel market operations and 
transactions, developing product pricing strategies, setting rates for energy-related products and 
services, negotiating power supply and natural gas contracts for private and public entities, and 
forecasting power requirements and fuel prices. He has participated in more than 100 cases as an 
expert on competitive market issues, utility restructuring, power market planning and operations, 
utility mergers, rate design, cost of service, and management prudence before the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Conmission, the General Accounting Office, the Circuit Court of Kanawha County, 
West Virginia, and regulatory coininissions in Arkansas, Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, and the District of Columbia. He 
has also prepared an expert report on behalf of the United States regarding pricing and contract 
issues in a case before the United States Court of Federal Claims. 
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SELECTED PUBLICATIONS, REPORTS, AND SPEECHES 

1997 Electric Utility Restructuring in South Carolina: Resolving Str-aridecl Cost Issues, report 
submitted to the South Carolina Public Service Commission, prepared on behalf of Nucor 
Steel, Darlington, SC, June 30, 1997. 

Electric Utility Restructuring in South Carolina: Supplernental Report Responding to 
Other Parties ’ Plms and Conirnents Regarding Stranclecl-Cost Issues, report submitted to 
the South Carolina Public Service Commission, prepared on behalf of Nucor Steel, 
Darlington, SC, July 21, 1997. 

Expert Report of Dr: Dennis K Goins on Behalf of the United States, prepared in Gulf 
States Utilities Conipaizy v the United States, before the United States Court of Federal 
Claims, Docket No. 9 1 - 1 1 1 8C. 

“Interruptible Rates as Effective DSM Options,” speech before the Demand-Side 
Resources Collaborative Working Group, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

1997 

1995 

1993 

1993 “Retail Wheeling: The Real Debate Begins,” speech before the Power Transmission: 
Access, Pi3cing & Policy conference sponsored by Infocast, Inc., Washington, DC. 

1990 “Survival or Prosperity in Competitive Power Markets: What’s a Firm to Do?” in 
Proceedings: 1989 Utility Strategic Issues Forum - What Does the Future Hold for the 
Electi-icity Business?, Electric Power Research Institute, Palo Alto, California. 

Planning for Coinpetition in Bulk Power Markets: Reseaipch and Development Needs, 
Electric Power Research Institute, Palo Alto, California. 

1990 Yenr 2000 Power Supply Reliability Assessment: Southeastern Reliability Council 
(SERC) and Southwest Power Pool (SPP) Regions, (with Exeter Associates, Inc.), ARC 
Pro fessioiial Services Group, Rockvil le, Maryland. 

A New E m  in Bulk Power Interchange Markets: Key Planning Issues, Electric Power 
Research Institute, Palo Alto, California. 

“Can Incentive Regulation Improve Utility Performance? The Inherent Danger of a 
Simple Answer,” Public Utilities For-triightly, Vol. 115 (No. l),  pp. 20-23. 

1984 Financing Conservation Resource Development Through n Regional Finance 
Corporation: Volume 4 Evaluating Potential Financing Activities, (with M. Fisher and 
M. Savitz), Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

1 9 8 4 Fin an cing Cons erva tioiz Resource Developin en t Through a R egioii a 1 Finn n ce 
Coi-porntion: Voluine I4 Evaluating Alternative Organizational Structures, (with M. 
Fisher, M. Savitz, and J. Hoerster), Boniieville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

Electric Power Supplji Aidysis for United States Air Force Bases, ORI, Inc., Rockville, 
Maryland. 

Interfirel Competition and Striictuml Change in Iiiclustrial Fuel Markets: Iiiiplications 
for the Electric Utility Industry, Electric Power Research Institute, Palo Alto, California. 

1990 

1986 

1985 

1984 

1984 
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1984 

1983 

1983 

1983 

1983 

1983 

1983 

1980 

Murkcet Outlook for Methanol and Pi-opnne Fuels for Fuel Cell Power Plants, (with T. 
Bleakley), Electric Power Research Institute, Palo Alto, California. 

Meeting Future Electric Power Needs with Naturnl Gas, (with H.R. Linden, B.A. 
Hedman, G.K. Oates, and T.L. Wilke), Gas Research Institute, Chicago, Illinois. 

Mechanisms to Promote Improved Eneqy-Use EfJiciency in Iifirignted Agriculture, (with 
M. Fisher and M. Savitz), Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

Evnluation of Eizergy Acljustinerzt Clauses, Public Service Electric and Gas Company, 
Newark, New Jersey. 

Incentive Regulation in the Electi-ic Utility Industry, (with M. Fisher, J. Hass, R. 
Ehrenberg, and R. Smiley), Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 

“Negotiating Purchased Power Agreements with PURPA Generators,” speech before New 
Electric Utility Technologies conference sponsored by Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 
St. Michaels, Maryland. 

“Issues in the Negotiation of Purchased Power Agreements Between Utilities and 
Cogeneration and S mall P ower Production Facilities,” i n  R esenrch Needs for Effective 
Integration of New Technologies into the Electric Utility, (M.A. Kuliasha and T.W. 
Reddoch, editors), Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tennessee. 

Power Pooling: Issues and Approaches, (with S. Bowden), Department of Energy, 
Washington, DC 

PARTICIPATION IN REGULATORY, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND COURT 
PROCEEDINGS 

1. Arizona Public Service Company, before the Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket 
No. E-O1345A-03-0347 (2004), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force (Federal Executive 
Agencies), re retail cost allocation and rate design issues. 

2. PacifaCorp, before the Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 03-2035-02 (2004), 
on behalf of the U.S. Air Force (United States Executive Agencies), re retail cost allocation 
and rate design issues. 

3. Dominion Virginia Power, before the Virginia State Corporation Commission, Case No. 
PUE-2000-00285 (2003), on behalf of Chaparral (Virginia) Inc., re recovery of fuel costs. 

4. Jersey Central Power & Light Company, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, 
BPU Docket No. ER02080506, OAL Docket No. PUC-7894-02 (2002-2003), on behalf of 
New Jersey Commercial Users, re retail cost allocation and rate design issues. 

5.  Public Service Electric and Gas Company, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, 
BPU Docket No. ER02050303, OAL Docket No. PUC-5744-02 (2002-2003), on behalf of 
New Jersey Commercial Users, re retail cost allocation and rate design issues. 
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6. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, before the South Carolina Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 2002-223-E (2002), on behalf of SMI Steel-SC, re retail cost 
allocation and rate design issues. 

7. Montana Power Company, before the First Judicial District Court of Montana, Great Falls 
Tribune et al. v. the Montana Public Service Commission, Cause No. CDV2001-208 
(2002), on behalf of a media consortiuin (Great Falls Tribune, Billings Gazette, Montana 
Stanchrd, Helena Independent Record, Missoulian, Big Sky Publishing, Inc. dba Bozenzan 
Daily Chronicle, the Montana Newspaper Association, Miles City Star, Livingston 
Enterprise, Yellowstone Public Radio, the Associated Press, Inc., and the Montana 
Broadcasters Association), re public disclosure of allegedly proprietary contract 
infomiation. 

8. Louisville Gas & Electric et al., before the Kentucky Public Service Commission, 
Administrative Case No. 387 (2001), on behalf of Gallatin Steel Company, re adequacy of 
generation and transmission capacity in Kentucky. 

PacifiCorp, before the Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 01-035-01 (2001), on 
behalf of Nucor Steel, re retail cost allocation and rate design issues. 

10. TXU Electric Company, b efore the Public Utilities Commission o f T exas, P UC D ocket 
No. 23640/ SOAH Docket No. 473-01-1922 (2001), on behalf of Nucor Steel, re fuel cost 
recovery. 

11. FPL Group et nl., before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket No. ECOl- 
33-000 (200 l), on behalf of Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation, Inc., re merger- 
related market power issues. 

12. Entergy Mississippi, Inc., et nl., before the Mississippi Public Service Commission, Docket 
No. 2000-UA-925 (2001), on behalf of Birmingham Steel-Mississippi, re appropriate 
regulatory conditions for merger approval. 

13. TXU Electric Company, b efore the Public Utilities Commission o f T exas, P UC D ocket 
No. 223501 SOAH Docket No. 473-00-1015 (2000), on behalf of Nucor Steel, re 
unbundled cost of service and rates. 

14. PacifiCorp, before the Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 99-035-10 (2000), on 
behalf of Nucor Steel, re using system benefit charges to fund demand-side resource 
inves tnients. 

15. Entergy Arkansas, Iiic. et al., before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, Docket No. 
00-190-U (2000), on behalf of Nucor-Yamato Steel and Nucor Steel-Arkansas, re the 
development of competitive electric power markets in Arkansas. 

16. Entergy Arkansas, Inc. et al., before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, Docket No. 
00-048-R (2000), on behalf of Nucor-Yamato Steel and Nucor Steel-Arkansas, re generic 
filing requirements and guidelines for market power analyses. 

17. ScottisliPower and PacifiCorp, before the Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 
98-2035-04 (1999), on behalf of Nucor Steel, re merger conditions to protect the public 
interest. 

9. 
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I 18. Dominion Resources, Inc. and Consolidated Natural Gas Company, before the Virginia 
State Corporation Commission, Case No. PUA990020 (1999), on behalf of the City of 
Richmond, re market power and merger conditions to protect the public interest. 

19. Houston Lighting & Power Company, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23, 

24. 

25 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

Docket No. 18465 (1998) on behalf of the Texas Commercial Customers, re excess 
earnings and stranded-cost recovery and mitigation. 

PJM Interconnection, LLC, before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket No. 
ER98-1384 (1998) on behalf of Wellsboro Electric Company, re pricing low-voltage 
distribution services. 

DQE, Inc. and Allegheny Power System, Inc., before the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, Docket Nos. ER97-4050-000, ER97-405 1-000, and EC97-46-000 (1 997) on 
behalf of the Borough of Chainbersburg, re market power in relevant markets. 

GPU Energy, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. E097070458 
(1 997) on behalf of the New Jersey Commercial Users Group, re unbundled retail rates. 

GPU Energy, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. E097070459 
(1 997) on behalf of the New Jersey Commercial Users Group, re stranded costs. 

Public Service Electric and Gas Company, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, 
Docket No. E09707046 1 (1 997) on behalf of the New Jersey Commercial Users Group, re 
iinbundled retail rates. 

Public Service Electric and Gas Company, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, 
Docket No. E097070462 (1 997) on behalf of the New Jersey Commercial Users Group, re 
stranded costs. 

DQE, Inc. and Allegheny Power System, Inc., before the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, Docket Nos. ER97-4050-000, ER97-405 1-000, and EC97-46-000 (1 997) on 
behalf of the Borough of Chambersburg, Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc., and 
Selected Municipalities, re market power in relevant markets. 

CS W Power Marketing, Inc., before the Federal Energy Regulatory Coininissioii, Docket 
No.ER97-1238-000 (1997) on behalf of the Transmission Dependent Utility Systems, re 
market power in relevant markets. 

Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corporation et nl., before the New York Public Service 
Commission, Case Nos. 96-E-0891, 96-E-0897,96-E-0898,96-E-0900, 96-E-0909 (1997), 
on behalf of the Retail Council of New York, re stranded-cost recovery. 

Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corporation, supplemental testimony, before the New York 
Public Service Commission, Case No. 96-E-0909 (1 997) 011 behalf of the Retail Council of 
New York, re stranded-cost recovery. 

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc., supplemental testimony, before the New 
York Public Service Commission, Case No. 96-E-0897 (1997) on behalf of the Retail 
Council of New York, re stranded-cost recovery. 
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31. New York State Electric & Gas Corporation, supplemental testimony, before the New 
York Public Service Commission, Case No. 96-E-0891 (1997) on behalf of the Retail 
Council of New York, re stranded-cost recovery. 

32. Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation, supplemental testimony, before the New York 
Public Service Comn-~ission, Case No. 96-E-0898 (1997) on behalf of the Retail Couiicil of 
New York, re stranded-cost recovery. 

33. Texas Utilities Electric Company, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Docket 
No. 15015 (1 996), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Texas, re real-time electricity pricing. 

34. Central Power and Light Company, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Docket 
No. 14965 (1996), 011 behalf of the Texas Retailers Association, re cost of service and rate 
design. 

35. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service Commission, 
Docket No. 95-1 076-E (1996), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Darlington, re integrated resource 
pl aiming. 

36. Texas Utilities Electric Company, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Docket 
No. 13575 (1 995), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Texas, re integrated resource planning, DSM 
options, and real-time pricing. 

37. Arkansas Power & Light Company, et nl., Notice of Inquiry to Consider Sectioii 11 1 of the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992, before the Arkansas Public Service Conmission, Docket No. 
94-342-4 (1 995), Initial Comments on behalf of Nucor-Yamato Steel Company, re 
integrated resource planning standards. 

38. Arkansas Power & Light Company, et nl., Notice of Inquiry to Consider Section 11 1 of the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992, before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, Docket No. 
94-342-4 (1 995), Reply Comments on behalf of Nucor-Yamato Steel Company, re 
integrated resource planning standards. 

39. Arkansas Power & Light Company, et al., Notice of Inquiry to Consider Section 11 1 of the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992, before the Arkansas Public Service Coinmission, Docket No. 
94-342-4 (1 999 ,  Final Comments on behalf of Nucor-Yamato Steel Company, re 
integrated resource planning standards. 

40. South Carolina Pipeline Corporation, before the South Carolina Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 94-202-G (1995), on behalf of Nucor Steel, re integrated 
resource planning and rate caps. 

41. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the United States Court of Federal Claims, Gulf 
States Utilities Coiwpany v. the United Stutes, Docket No. 91-1 118C (1994, 1995), on 
behalf of the United States, re electricity rate and contract dispute litigation. 

42. American Electric Power Corporation, before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Docket No. ER93-540-000 (1994), on behalf of DC Tie, Inc., re costing and pricing 
electricity transniission services. 

43. Texas Utilities Electric Company, before the Public Utility Coinmission of Texas, Docket 
No. 13 100 (1 994), on behalf of N ~ c o r  Steel-Texas, re real-time electricity pricing. 



* ’ .  

DENNIS W. GOINS 7 

44. Carolina Power & Light Company, et al., Proposed Regulation Governing the Recovery of 
Fuel Costs by Electric Utilities, before the South Carolina Public Service Cornmission, 
Docket No. 93-238-E (1994), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Darlington, re fuel-cost recovery. 

45. Southern Natural Gas Company, before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Docket No. RP93-15-000 (1 993-1995), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Darlington, re costing and 
pricing natural gas transportation services. 

46. West Penn Power Company, et nl., v. State Tax Department of West Virginia, et nl., Civil 
Action No. 89-C-3056 (1993), before the Circuit Court of Kanawha County, West 
Virginia, o n  b ehalf o f the West Virginia Department of Tax and Revenue, re electricity 
generation tax. 

47. Carolina Power & Light Company, et nl., Proceeding Regarding Consideration of Certain 
Standards Pertaining to Wholesale Power Purchases Pursuant to Section 712 of the 1992 
Energy Policy Act, before the South Carolina Public Service Commission, Docket No. 92- 
23 I-E (1993), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Darlington, re Section 712 regulations. 

48. Mountain Fuel Supply Company, before the Public Service Commission of Utah, Docket 
No. 93-057-01 (1993), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Utah, re costing and pricing retail natural 
gas firm, interruptible, and transportation services. 

49. Texas Utilities Electric Company, before the Public Utility Comniissioii of Texas, Docket 
No. 11735 (1993), on behalf of the Texas Retailers Association, re retail cost-of-service 
and rate design. 

50. Virginia Electric and Power Company, before the Virginia State Corporation Commission, 
Case No. PUE920041 (1993), on behalf of Philip Morris USA, re cost of service and retail 
rate design. 

5 1. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service Commission, 
Docket No. 92-209-E (1992), 011 behalf of Nucor Steel-Darlington. 

52. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service Commission, Docket 
No. U-17282, Rate Design (1992), on behalf of the Department of Energy, Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve. 

53. Georgia Power Company, before the Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket Nos. 
4091-U and 4146-U (I 992), on behalf of Amicalola Electric Membership Corporation. 

54. PacifiCorp, Inc., before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket No. EC88-2- 
007 (1992), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Utah. 

55. South Carolina Pipeline Corporation, before the South Carolina Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 90-452-G (1 99 l), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Darlington. 

56. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service Commission, 
Docket No. 91 -4-E, 1991 Fall Hearing, on behalf of Nucor Steel-Darlington. 

57. Sonat, Inc., and North Carolina Natural Gas Corporation, before the North Carolina 
Utilities Commission, Docket No. G-21, Sub 291 (1991), on behalf of Nucor Corporation, 
Inc. 
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58. Nortliein States Power Company, before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, 
Docket No. E002/GR-9 1-001 (1991), on behalf of North Star Steel-Minnesota. 

59. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service Commission, Docket 
NO. U-17282, Phase IV-Rate Design (1991), on behalf of the Department of Energy, 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

60. Houston Lighting & Power Company, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, 
Docket No. 9850 (1990), on behalf of the Department of Energy, Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve. 

6 1 .  General Services Administration, before the United States General Accounting Office, 
Contract Award Protest (1 990), Solicitation No. GS-00P-AC87-9 1, Contract No. GS-OOD- 
89-B5D-0032, on behalf of Satilla Rural Electric Membership Corporation, re cost of 
service and rate design. 

62. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service Commission, 
Docket No. 90-4-E (1 990 Fall Hearing), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Darlington, re fuel-cost 
recovery. 

63. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service Commission, Docket 
NO. U-17282, Phase III-Rate Design (1990), on behalf of the Department of Energy, 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, re cost of service and rate design. 

64. Atlanta Gas Light Company, before the Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket No. 
3923-U (1990), on behalf of Herbert G. Burris and Oglethorpe Power Corporation, re 
anticompetitive pricing schemes. 

65. Ohio Edison Company, before the Public Utilities Commission, Case No. 89-1 001 -EL-AIR 
(1990), on behalf of North Star Steel-Ohio, re cost of service and rate design. 

66. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service Commission, Docket 
NO. U-17282, Phase III-Cost of Service/Revenue Spread (1989), on behalf of the 
Department of Energy, Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

67. Northeiii States Power Company, before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, 
Docket No. E002/GR-89-865 (1989), on behalf of North Star Steel-Minnesota. 

68. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service Commission, Docket 
No. U-17282, Phase III-Rate Design (1989), on behalf of the Department of Energy, 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

69. Utah Power & Light Company, before the Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 89- 
039-10 (1989), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Utah and Vulcraft, a division of Nucor Steel. 

70. Soyland Power Cooperative, Inc. v. Central Illinois Public Service Company, Docket No. 
EL89-30-000 (1 989), before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, on behalf of 
Soyland Power Cooperative, Inc., re wholesale contract pricing provisions 

71. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Docket No. 
8702 (1989), on behalf of the Department of Energy, Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 
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72. Houston Lighting and Power Company, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, 
Docket No. 8425 (1989), on behalf of the Department of Energy, Strategic Petroleuni 
Reserve. 

73. Northern Illinois Gas Company, before the Illiiiois Commerce Commission, Docket No. 
88-0277 (1989), on behalf of the Coalition for Fair and Equitable Transportation, re retail 
gas transportation rates. 

74. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service Commission, 
Docket No. 79-7-E, 1988 Fall Hearing, on behalf of Nucor Steel-Darlington, re fuel-cost 
recovery. 

75. Potoinac Electric Power Company, before the District of Columbia Public Service 
Commission, Formal Case No. 869 (1988), on behalf of Peoples Drug Stores, Inc., re cost 
of service and rate design. 

76. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service Commission, 
Docket No. 88-1 1 -E (1 988), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Darlington. 

77. Northern States Power Company, before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, 
Docket No. E-002/GR-87-670 (1988), on behalf of the Metalcasters of Minnesota. 

78. Ohio Edison Company, before the Public Utilities Commission, Case No. 87-689-EL-AIR 
(1 987), on behalf of North Star Steel-Ohio. 

79. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service Commission, 
Docket No. 87-7-E (1987), on behalf of N ~ c o r  Steel-Darlington. 

80. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service Commission, Docket 
NO. U-17282, Phase I (1987), on behalf of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

81. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Docket No. 

82. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket 

83. Utah Power & Light Company, before the Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 85- 

84. Houston Lighting & Power Company, before the Public Utility Coiiiinissioii of Texas, 

85. Central Maine Power Company, before the Maine Public Utilities Commission, Docket 

86. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Docket 

87. Ohio Edisoii Company, before the Ohio Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 84- 1359- 

88. Utah Power & Light Conipaiiy, before the Utah Public Service Coiiiinissioii, Case No. 84- 

71 95 (1 987), on behalf of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

No. ER86-558-006 (1987), on behalf of Sam Rayburn G&T Cooperative. 

035-06 (1986), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force. 

Docket No. 6765 (1986), on behalf of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

No. 85-212 (1986), on behalf ofthe U.S. Air Force. 

Nos. 6477 and 6525 (1985), on behalf ofNorth Star Steel-Texas. 

EL-AIR (1985), on behalf of North Star Steel-Ohio. 

035-01 (1985), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force. 
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89. Central V eimont P ublic S ervice C orporation, before the Vermont Public Service Board, 
Docket No. 4782 (1984), on behalf of Central Vemiont Public Service Corporation. 

90. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service Commission, Docket 
NO. U-15641 (1983), on behalf of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

9 1. Southwestern Power Administration, before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Rate Order SWPA-9 (1 982), on behalf of the Department of Defense. 

92. Public Service Company of Oklahoma, before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Docket Nos. ER82-80-000 and ER82-389-000 (1982), on behalf of the Department of 
Defense. 

93. Central Maine Power Company, before the Maine Public Utilities Commission, Docket 

94. Bangor Hydro-Electric Company, before the Maine Public Utilities Commission, Docket 

95. Oklahoma Gas & Electric, before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission, Docket No. 

96. Green Mountain Power, before the Vermont Public Service Board, Docket No. 4418 

97. Williams Pipe Line, before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket No. 

98. Boston Edison Company, before the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, Docket 

99. Duke Power Company, before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, Docket No. E-7, 

100.Duke Power C ompany, b efore the N orth C arolina Utilities C onmission, D ocket N 0. E - 

101. Virginia Electric & Power Company, before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, 

102. Virginia Electric & Power Company, before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, 

No. 80-66 (1 981), on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

No. 80-108 (1981), on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

27275 (1 98 l) ,  on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

(1 980), on behalf of the PSB Staff. 

OR79-1 (1 979), on behalf of Mapco, Inc. 

No. 19494 (1 978), on behalf of Boston Edison Company. 

Sub 173, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

100, Sub 32, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

Docket No. E-22, Sub 203, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

103. 

104. 

105. 

106. 

Docket No. E-22, Sub 170, on belialf of the Commission Staff. 

Southern Bell Telephone Company, before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, 
Docket No. P-5, Sub 48, on behalf of the Coinmission Staff. 

Western Carolina Telephone Company, before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, 
Docket No. P-58, Sub 93, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

Natural Gas Ratemaking, before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, Docket No. G- 
I OO, Sub 29, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

General Telephone Company of the Southeast, before the North Carolina Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. P-19, Sub 163, on behalf of the Conimission Staff. 
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107. 

108. 

109. 

110. 

Carolina Power and Light Company, before the North Carolina 
Docket No. E-2, Sub 264, on behalf of the Coinmission Staff. 

Carolina Power and Light Company, before the North Carolina 
Docket No. E-2, Sub 297, on behalf of the Comniission Staff. 

11 

Utilities Commission, 

Utilities Commission, 

Duke Power Company, et nl., Investigation of Peak-Load Pricing, before the North 
Carolina Utilities Commission, Docket No. E-100, Sub 21, on behalf of the Commission 
Staff. 

Investigation of Intrastate Long Distance Rates, before the North Carolina Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. P-100, Sub 45, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 


